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Abstract:

This paper presents strategies and rationales for implementing certain ingtructional
techniques to move a class from cohort to community. The context is the new Distance
Madgter’ s program in Ingtructional Systems Technology a Indiana Universty. The
authors give suggestions for ingructiond and non-ingtructiond srategies that have
Sudents interacting & the levels of communication, cooperation and collaboration. These
strategies are cross-indicated with their intended outcomes, that is, strengthening the
feding of community as defined by a set of characteristics, which are adapted from
Schwier (in press). Suggestions for evaluation techniques are aso presented, as are
questions for further research.

This paper came out of work done by the team of Tiffany Anderson, Joni Craner, Pam
Eddy, Meanie Misanchuk, and Carol L. Smith.

I ntroduction

The shift from traditional classroom education to computer-mediated distance learning
poses enormous challenges to ingtructors and learners. The concept of the classroom
where students mest to interact with other learners and the ingtructor no longer exigtsin



the virtual modd. The ingtructor can no longer “look” around the room to seeif students
are attending to the materid, are bored or confused, or are even present. Since learners
are now engaged with the computer instead of other learners, they lack a natural socid
outlet which can lead to fedings of isolation. Becauseisolation isamgor contributor to
atrition (Morgan & Tam, 1999), one potentiad Strategy for reducing dropout rates is
encouraging the students to support each other and fed part of acommunity. The task of
the authors of this paper was to structure the course design so learners have mechanisms
to connect with each other and form community.

The literature on effective teaching and learning promotes severd “big ideas’ that we
used as foundations for our recommendations. These include Vygotsky’s (1978) socid
development theory and the Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate
Education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). Vygotsky's socid development theory states
that socid interaction is vita to cognitive development; al higher-order functions
originate as the relationships among individuas. To scaffold learning we must require
learnersto interact with the content, the teacher and each other. Our sirategies focus on
promoting communicetion, socid interaction and participation. Many of the principles,
theories and strategies we encountered reflect the Seven Principles of Good Practicein
Undergraduate education (Chickering & Gamson, 1987). At their core, each of the saven
principles focuses on interaction. In 1996, Moore and Keardey described three types of
interactions that are necessary in distance education: learner to learner, leaner to content
and learner to instructor. We would argue that these three types of interaction are
necessary in education regardless of where or how it takes place.

Characteristics of Community

Thereis much discussion of learning communities (Baker & Moss, 1996; Bauman, 1997;
Cross, 1998; Haythornthwaite, 1998; Hill & Raven, 2000; Kowch & Schwier, 1997,
Pdloff & Pratt, 1999; Rasmussen & Skinner, 1997; Raymond, 1999; Riel, 1998; Schwier,
1999; Wilson & Ryder, 1996) of communities of practices (Lave, 1993; Lave & Wenger,
1991; Wenger, 1998), and virtud or online (socia) communities (Kim, 2000; Preece,
2000; Wellman, 1979; Wdlman, 1999; Wellman, Carrington, & Hall, 1988; Welman &
Guila, 1999a; Wellman & Guila, 1999b). Although each type of community hasiits
distinct characteristics and requirements, there are many things they share in common.
What we are endeavoring to create will be acombination of dl of the aforementioned
communities: a bounded group of students involved in cooperative learning online.
Because of specid characterigtics of this program, some generd concerns for community-
building do not gpply. For example, thereis much tak in the virtua community literature
about attracting members and defining the community based on common interests. In our
case, this cohort is thrown together and “forced” to form community. Outside members
are not encouraged to participate, mainly because the common interest in thiscaseis
“taking the Digtance Magter’sin IST from IUB.” In aterrestria community of practice,
members might see each other a work, or meet in person once aweek to ded with issues
intheir work lives. Thiswill not exactly be the case for our community; dthough they

will probably have some work issues in common, they are not a group of “teachers’ or



“nurses’ or “engineers’ who share vast amounts of experience and knowledge. Unlike an
informd learning community, which spinsitsdf from nothing and is based on avariety of
people coming together for informa learning purposes and where the direction of both
the learning and the community is mdlesble, our learning community will exig within

grict parameters of this coursework. Obvioudy, members will be encouraged to bring
other experiences and knowledge to bear on their coursework, but at the end of the day,
the learning in question will be much more redtricted than an informal learning

community.

Sdznik (1996) identifies seven dements of community: history, identity, mutuality,
plurality, autonomy, participation, and integration. With respect to virtud learning
communities, Schwier (in press) adds. an orientation to the future, technology, and
learning. Some of these characteristics of community will be present from the beginning.
Others, the cohort will have to grow into. We will describe the features of these 10
characteristics, and discuss how we will use them for our purposes. Selznik notes that
communities are sironger when their members share history and culture, rather than
samply abstract generd interests. Unlike an established terrestrid community, the nascent
community forming from the Distance Master’ s program will not have a shared history.
Their higtory, like their identity, will have to grow and develop through their interactions
with each other. We believe that a shared sense of identity will develop in this cohort, and
will srengthen their communa identity. Schwier' s suggested strategies for fogtering
identity include team:-building exercises, developing community logos, and public
acknowledgement of individua and group accomplishments within the community. He
aso notes the importance of articulating the “focus or purpose of the community” and
outlining the requirements and rituds. The structure of the courses adlows for frequent
and obvious raiteration of community focus, and events such as orientation can help the
group define its own rituas and norms.

The very fundamentals of alearning community require interdependence and reciprocity,
what Sdznik terms mutuality. Since our focusis on cooperative and collaborative
learning, this mutudity will develop naturaly. Schwier dso recommends asking “leading
questions that encourage members of the community to invest in concerns held by other
members, and to share ideas and possible solutions” (p. 5). Thistype of interaction can be
encouraged at course-leve in the class forum, and on asocid leve in the Online Café.

We combined Sdlznik’ s terms history, mutuality, and identity into alarger category cdled
group identity. By combining these three concepts we emphasize the fundamental
importance of group identity in fostering community. Although one of our godsin the

next few semestersis to help students begin to congtruct a history relevant to their
community, thisis not something that can be imposed upon the group from outsde. It has
to grow from the sharing of each individud’ s history and the links thet the learners form
with each other based on their experiences. These links are characterized by
interdependence and reciprocity, in other words, mutuality. Group identity results from
this history and mutudity, and from making the budding community history public and
availableto dl, especialy newcomers.



Plurality, according to Selznik, results when many different types of interactions amongst
members of acommunity occur, often rooted by individuals membership in other
communities (work, neighborhood, church, etc.) that intersect. We replaced plurality with
social interaction. Given avirtua community, one that to some extent is externaly
imposed, the opportunities for plurdity are limited compared to those available to
geographic communities. By providing opportunity for and the expectation of socid
interaction among participants, we purport the program will provide the plurality needed.
Autonomy of individua members within the community, especidly within an academic
etting, isimportant to foster. We will encourage thoughtful, personal postings within the
forum, to avoid group-think and “metoo, | agreg’ contributions. Students will receive
basic ingtruction on netiquette and will be encouraged to continualy address evolving
group norms to maintain respectful communication and to build consensus. We use
individual identity in place of autonomy to underscore the importance of both group and
individua identities within avirtud learning environment.

In the case of avirtuad community, participation, both socid and academic, isintegrd.
Without active participation in discussons and other class activities, the learner is not
part of the community; indeed, the learner does not even “exis.” Thisis one core
distinction between being a passive member of a physica community where you are seen
and your presence is noted and registered in the minds of others. In avirtud community,
you must make a concerted effort to communicate with othersin order to exist. At the
same time, alowances must be made for learners to shape the participation, both in
structure (number/kind of postings) and in content (managing the discussion of subjects
interesting to them).

The future orientation of alearning community can operate a a number of different
levels. A stronger community bond will be formed when a particular cohort goes through
anumber of courses together, moving toward their finishing the program and earning a
degree. It can be argued that alearning community can develop within the congtraints of
asingle four-month course, but it is much more likely that sudents will form long-lagting
academic and socid bonds throughout an entire program. Visioning exercises and
direction of learning activities (having participants describe how what they learned will
help them in future learning and in their work) can aso give the community afocuson
the future. In our case, the community’ s view of the future may be limited to the two or
three years they spend in the program. However, it is possible that they will continue to
maintain community ties once they have earned their degrees and are working again. It is
aso possible that members of the Fall 2000 community would end up wanting to remain
part of the Distance Master’s community after they graduate, and would like to integrate
themsalves with the new incoming cohorts. This may pose particular problems of
negotiation and fit of the role for graduated membersto “return” virtualy and engage
with students working through the program.

Schwier notes that “the nature of the learning can be broadly defined and contextua” (p.
4) but is a necessary part of avirtua learning community. For our purposes, the learning
involved is more specific and structured; the cohort moves through a set of core courses
together, in aparticular order. Our god isto foster community among them before they



finish thefirst year, so that dthough they will go on to take other courses with other
disance learners, they will not only maintain ties with their initid cohort community, but
will aso have learned the foundations of virtuad community creation and will use these
skillsin other classes. We have changed Schwier’ sterm learning to knowledge
generation. According to Schwier, “communities are built or dismantled by thosein the
communities, not by the people organizing or managing them” (p. 2). Asthey mature,
communities define their own socid rules of conduct and select their own leaders,
assuming owner ship of their governance and norms. Learning communities, note Palloff
and Pratt (1999), exhibit evidence of socidly constructed meaning, willingnessto
criticaly evauate the work of others, again assuming ownership of their knowledge
cregtion and sharing.

Integration of al of these dements is necessary for a strong community. Schwier
suggedts creating belief statements and evolving group norms, and adhering to alearner-
centered philosophy that “supports individua expression while building a group identity”
(p. 5). Findly, technology is an important congderation for us dthough it is thanks to
certain technologies that virtua community-building is even possible, there are certain
limitations put upon the group because of technology. Although it is the conduit for
discourse, it can also exclude or discourage people. Tools that are complicated,
unavailable for a certain platform, that are dow and cumbersome can dl render the
discussion process less than idedl, and members who do not actively participate
essentidly leave the community. Although Schwier recommends using technology
compatible with older, less costly equipment to render the community more inclusive,
thisis not a concern for us.

Based on Sdlznik’ s (1996) seven characteristics and Schwier’s (in press) additiond three
characterigtics of community, we have assembled the aforementioned six key eements of
community. From these e ements, we define community as: agroup of people who are
brought together to share and generate knowledge in amutually supportive and reciprocal
manner. Its characterigics are ownership, socid interaction, group identity, individua
identity, participation, and knowledge generation. Furthermore, integration of al of these
elementsis necessary for astrong community.

Having defined some of the particular characterigtics of avirtud community, we will
now turn to some basic drategies for creating community. Paloff and Pratt (1999)
recommend these steps:

Clearly define the purpose of the group

Creste a digtinctive gathering place for the group
Promote effective leadership from within.

Define norms and a clear code of conduct.

Allow for arange of member roles.

Allow for and facilitate subgroups.

Allow membersto resolve their own disputes (p. 24)



In our case, many of these steps are automatic, but they should il be given careful
congderation. For example, the generd purpose of the community is defined as “the Fal
2000 cohort for the IST Distance Magter’s program.” However, ingtructors or organizers
may have more specific goas and purposes from the beginning, and even if they do not,
other purposes may emerge from the community throughout the term. Pallof and Pratt
(1999), surprisingly, do not put much emphasis on the communicative aspect of
community without which avirtud learning community cannot exist.

Wefed that one of the most important indicators of alearning community isthe first:
when students communicate not only on an academic level but on apersond leve.
Working together towards the goals of the course iswhat they are “ supposed” to be
doing. When they begin to talk about their persond lives (families, hobbies, jobs), their
triumphs and trids with being a disance student (scheduling, technical problems,
disagreement with pedagogy), when they seek each other’s counsdl for other areas of
thelr life (job change, which dective course to take next, family issues), thisis the point

at which wefed they are comfortable as a community. Thereis agood chance that not
everyone will be everyone s’ s best friend. However, when amgority of the members
fed they are in asafe enough space to “ spesk up” about thingsin the public forum, rather
then in individua e-mail messages, then thisis evidence of a successful community.

There may be afew members of the community who do not fed that the Online Caféis
an appropriate place to discuss non-academic subjects, and it isthe role of the mentor and
the community members to make the Café awelcoming place for this type of discussion.
Asin every type of community, there will be some people who opt out of certain
discussions, or even out of al “non-officid” discusson, but thisis quite norma. There
will probably be smdler communities within the larger online dlass, people who form
bonds and discuss the course work and their lives, but not on the general forum. These
differences can gppear for avariety of reasons;, Eastmond (1995) found divisions on age,
gender, experience, and learning style lines. However, he also found that the groups often
transcended age and gender, for example, two characterigtics that might, in a traditiona
classroom, be impediments. The find step in creation of an online community isto
evauate whether acommunity has formed, and if o, in what ways has the community
aspect contributed to learning. Our project will address methods for performing the first
evauation of whether community has formed.

Definitions

We will examine waysto use certain ingructiona strategies to work to move the cohort
toward a community. We suggest encouraging interaction at three levels communication,
cooperation, and collaboration.

Cohort: The cohort is the group of students going through the core classes as a group.
They may have an initid connection, such as acommon employer, but it does not
necessarily condtitute a strong bond.



Communication: Communication is defined here as the basic leve of discussoninan
online format. Students must participate in discussion to have any sort of presence in the
class whatsoever. Communication can be focused around readings, lectures, and any
other ideas based on course content or course administration. Communication can occur
asynchronoudy in the SSF or viae-mail, or synchronoudy via chat rooms or telephone.

Cooperation: Cooperation entails students working in groups or otherwise dividing up
tasks. A machine metaphor can illustrate cooperation in the classroom: different parts of
the machine perform different functions and gods, but work together towards asimilar
end. For example, students may divide up a project, but are eventualy assigned
individua grades for their work. Examples of cooperative tasks include: dividing up
sections of areport to write and doing peer review of each other’ s work.

Callaboration: Collaboration isthe most integrated form of group work, and is therefore
potentialy the mogt difficult and the most rewarding. In the case of collaboration, the
group members work toward a common god, one that carries amutua investment. For
example, students may each work on every part of the report, consulting each other and
re-reading each other’ s edits. They are invested in every part of the project because they
will share acommon grade. Examples of collaborative tasks include group writing and
creating an indructiona design modd.

Community: A virtud learning community, as described in the introduction, is one of
the ultimate god's of the core courses.

The three levels of interactions can be compared by severd characterigtics, asin the table
below.

Communication | Cooperation Collaboration

. Information Knowledge Knowledge
HEEIING, transmission transmisson generation
Inquiry Individud inquiry ggl(esgatlon of Common inquiry

. i Socid

3323 on- Agree to disagree ?l/ﬁ;)(mq ority negotiation to

g CONSeNsus

Multiple godd Onegod/ Onegod/ one
GetlEEgms multipleagendas  |multiple agendas  |agenda
- Individud Individud Group

Accountability | nishility  |accountatility  [accountatility
Learning Complete Partid Complete

relationship independence interdependence  |interdependence



Asone of our godsisto create and sustain a community of learners, we set about
achieving that goa using avariety of resources. Our two main categories of Strategies
were ingructiona and norringructiond. Strategiesthat fal into ingructiond include:
ways of presenting materia; assgnment design; team management; content covered;
drategies for discussng materid. Non-ingructiond drategiesinclude: cregting a
computer support system o that students look beyond the technology; making reserve
readings and other library resources readily available to distance sudents; designing an
ondte orientation that encourages students to quickly “bond” with each other a the
beginning of the program; creeting an online café for off-topic discussions; deding with
team/class disputes.

Corelnstructional Strategies and Rationales

These are dtrategies that can be used throughout the Core courses, at the program levd,
and how they contribute to the e ements of community.

Knowledge |Individ. |Shared |Social

Ownership |- oo ety ey |rees Particip. |Strategies Rationale
Face-to-face
interactions
alow to people

Students to create strong
participaeina |initid bonds,

X X X X x |face-to-face which will leed
orientationon  |to agreater
campus. sense of

community
right from the
beginning.
Online
Students will communication
learn about isvesly
online different from
X X X X

communication, |moretraditiond
indudingrules  [formsof
of netiquette communications

(Black, 1995).
Students will To help reduce
undergo barriersto
traningin effective

using SiteScepe |learning and
Forum, emall, |establishing
maiordomo socid



creation, basic
web searches,
and MS Word
for
collaborative
writing
purposes.

Studentswill
post photos of
in SiteScape
Forum at
Orientation.

Studentswill
participatein a
content-based
group project
that requires
that they
negotiate the
exact content.

Students will be
required to eat
lunchasa
group two days
during
Orientation.

Students will be
given the
opportunity to
participate in a
least two
evening socid
activities.

First posting
should bea
norx

relationships,
participants
should be given
the opportunity
to build
confidence and
competence
with the
distance
educeation
process and
supporting
technologies
(IDE, 2.2).

Connecting
peopl€ s names
and facesisa
first big sep to
forming bonds.

People will

form strong
personad and
academic bonds
through shared
adversity
(Ruhleder,
1999).

People who
have asocid
connection to
the group will
work better
together (Pdloff
& Pratt, 1999).

People who
have asocid
connection to
the group will
work better
together (Pdloff
& Pratt, 1999)

Students need
non-threstening,
interesting way's



graded/nor+
credited
assgnment
(eo.
biography).
Createan
online café that
will srveasa
non-course-
specific
conversation
areato
encourage off-
task
communication.

Encourage
instructor and
disgance
mentors to
participatein
socid
interactions,
especidly in
the early stages
of the course

Students will be
encouraged to
share, inthe
online café,
information
about their nor+
academic lives,
for example,
offering mutud
support in term
of how they are
kesping up with
their job and
school
schedule.
Students should
be encouraced

to begin
cregting online
community
(Funaro, 1999).

People need
diginctions
between work
and play
(Pdloff & Pratt,
1999).

Socid
interactions
between and
among learners
enrich the
learning
community and
should be
supported in the
ingructiond
design of the
course (IDE,
2.5).
Reciprocity and
help aretwo
important
halmarks of
community.
Students who
take an interest
in each other's
well being, both
academic and
socid, will have
more of a
support system
of peersthan
those who do
not (Wdlman &
Gulia, 1999).



to offer
successtul
drategiesto the
class.

R511 Instructional Strategies and Rationales

R511, Ingructiond Technology Foundations |, is a two-credit course that has historically
been offered each fal semegter. This courseisrequired by dl IST Master’s students and
istypicaly taken concurrently with R521/522, Ingructiona Design and Development,
and R580, IST Colloquium. It is team-taught by two faculty members and one graduate
assistant who has taken the course. Asit actualy happened, R511 and R590 were NOT
offered to the first cohort of Distance Master’ s students, so these Strategies were not
implemented in Fal 2000. However, course design for Fall 2001 is now underway.

The overdl objective of R511 isto provide a comprehengve introduction to the field and
profession of Ingructiona Technology (1T). Because most students coming into the IST
program come from fields other than ingtructiona technology, R511 gives newcomers a
grounding in the history of the fild as well as an explanation of how the components of
the field fit together. Thereis a particular emphass on the evolution of the “big idess’ of
IT.

In the onsite verson of R511, class meetings occur once per week in 2-hour sessons.
Directed readings compiled in a course packet are provided as practical resourcesto
support assgnments and class discussion activitiesin the course. Most class periods are
divided into two portions. During the first hour, each of the three indructors fecilitates a
group discussion among 15-20 students about assigned readings. The remaining portion
of the classtimeis devoted to further lecture and clarification about topics contained in
the readings.

Students are graded according to participation in class discussion, persond synthesis and
reflection (as noted in weekly minute- papers collected at the end of each class), three
individud written essays (one team-based, two individua), and afind exam or written

essay.

Knowledge |Individ. |Shared |Social

OWNership |G eneration Identity |Identity [Interact.

Particip. |Strategies Rationale
A fundamental dement  |Students, but

for successfor the epecidly
distance sudentsisan students
X |underganding of the learning & a
key expectations distance, need
to have

how muchtime |expectations,



the course will assumptions,
require deadlines,
the levd of etc., made
performance explicit and
that isexpected  |kept clear

of them (Pdloff &
the demands Pratt, 1999).
that
paticipaingin  |Understanding
the core will and respecting
have on their expecta-tions
time. for
participation
and
performance
will be criticd
tothe
sudents
success.
Taking Core
onlinewill be
more
demanding
than doing it
face-to-face.
Students
should be
Ingtructorswill assgn challenged to
, . engage the
discussion roles 4
. , materid from
(facilitator, summarizer, Gifferent
devil’s advocate, etc.) .
to encourage shy ggrspectl V&S
ifferent roles
members and force improve
studentsto think in learner-leamer
different ways about the interaction
materid and about the .
discussion of the andimprove
. learner-
meaterid. :
meaterid
interaction
(Bonk, 2000).
Students will be It isimportant

expected to take partin  [to develop a
regular peer reviewshy |critica eye
criticaly evauating towards other



each other’s papers. community
members
work.
Bringing from
smdl groups
Each week, someone g;;ﬂg larger
gjor;nne;;e%gf wil provides for
e ot . more
group’ s discussion and : -
post the results for the \al\ln?jNggters
other groups to read. discussion
(Beaudin,
1999).
Smadl groups
Sudents will bedivided [0
; better
into 3-4 smdl groups . .
for discussion of discussion for
readings and course learmer-
projects. .materlai.
interaction
(Hiltz, 1998).
To better
assimilate and
process what
they have
learned,
Studentswill fill out students
weekly “1-minute requirea
evaduation” web form,  [fooumto
to ingtructor only. criticdly
Possibletopicsinclude  |reflect on the
what you liked/didiked  |materid and
about the week’ swork, on themsdves
how you can transfer aslearners
thisknowledgetoyour  |(Pdloff &
work, and generaly Pratt, 1999).
how you arefeding. Keepingin
touch with the
professor
improves
learner-faculty
interaction.
Ingructorswill require  |Effective

hioh-audlity online

learnina




interactions with peers ~ |environments
and discussions of should
readings by making a provide
portion of the grade frequent and
dependent on it. (We meeningful
recommend at least interactions
25%). among
learners.
(IDE,
2.1)Good
practice
encourages
cooperation
among
students
(Chickering &
Gamson,
1987).
One of the
Instructor and/or E; waysto
mentor will modd ways | . :
to produce lively, dlsgusson on
congtructive discussion:  |1OPIC and
. sudents
questions should be : .
motivated is
open-ended, but 10 perticipate
focused on students ! :
) . actively inthe
interpretation of the )
text. conversation
(Beaudin
1999).
Good practice
encourages
Ingtructor will point out Fégénbpt
. . ack
excdllent discussion, Chickering &
postings, interactions, E;arlnson g
efc. of other sudentsto 1087) ’
continudly promote Eacul ty
high expectations and leamner
model good . .
interaction. Interaction
improved by
attentive
professor.
As needed, instructor Socid
will revist netiquette negotiation




and generd interaction
issues, and stresses the
importance of
interactingin a
respectful way. Have
the community develop
group norms based on
emergent issues.

Students will be
expected to check
SiteScape Forum and e-
mall every two days
and post quaity
contributions at least
twice awesek.
Participation pointswill
be cal culated based on
these postings.

The ingtructor/Al
should make contact
with sudents who are
not actively
participating to find out
why and address their
concerns.

Students will work
together at dl three
levds of interaction:

Communication
Cooperation

leads to the
creation of a
safe space,
whichis
essentid for
learning
(Pdloff &
Pratt, 1999).

Because of the
nature of the
evolving
discusson,
students
should be
congtantly
engaged inthe
course,
without any
lengthy
absencesfrom
discussion.
(Cdawel &
Taha, 1993)

Students need
to ectively

fed like
they’re part of
the
community,
and that the
ingtructor is
interested in
their well-
being,
academic or
otherwise
(Pdloff &
Pratt, 1999).

In order for a
newly-formed
cohort to
move to
community,
they must
chance the



Collaboration qudlity of
their
interactions.
The
community
should move
toward
successful use
of
collaboration,
in addition to
the continued
use of group
discussons
and
cooperative
tasks.

Questionsfor Further Research

The evauation of the success or falure of community in the Fall 2000 Distance Magter’s
Coreisaquestion of primary interest. It will be ussful to determine whether community
forms, and if it does form, what pedagogical advantages doesit offer the learners. There
are many other topics worthy of research.

What are some vaid measures of community development?

How can learners be motivated to take part in virtua academic or socid
community activities?

What are specid features of “forced community” like the Master’ s cohort?
What is the expected/observed life cycle of the Distance Master’ slearning
community?

How does this community develop and maintain its history?

Should the Distance community be integrated with the resdentid graduate
community? If so, in both academic and socia ways? If so, how can thisbe
accomplished?

How can the community best be mentored?

What are the different roles for ingtructors, graduate assistants, volunteers, upper-
year IST students, etc?

What communication/collaboration tools foster the development of alearning
community?

What are the best practices for using existing communication toolsin distance
education?

What tool feetures lend themsdlves to different aspects of collaboration and
community-building?

How appropriate were the tools chosen for Fall 2000 in terms of collaboration and
community formetion?



Conclusion

Having determined thet richer learning takes place within the context of alearning
community, this report provides background descriptions of characterigtics of community
and, more specificdly, avirtua learning community. We discuss the god of moving a
cohort to alearning community through scaffolding activities rooted in the
communication formats of communication, cooperation, and collaboration.

The report deals with both the program:-leve: Core (principaly orientation and the online
café), and course-levd: R511. The courses are described, ingtructiona strategies and
rationaes are presented, possible assignments are detailed, and an indtructor checklist is
provided.

Finaly we thought it necessary to determine some drategies to evauate a) whether
community has formed within the cohort, and b) in what ways the community contributed
to deeper learning. We aso provide some possible topics for further study.
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